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I have attached the School for the Deaf and Blind's procurement 
.:mdit :Leport and recommendations made by the Office of Audit and 
Certification. I concur and recommend the Budget and Contro 1 
Board grant the School a three (3) year certification as noted in 
the audit report. 
Sincer~~· ~- Forth, Jr. 
Assistant Division Director 
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We have examined the procurement policies and procedures of 
the South Carolina School for the Deaf and Blind for the period 
January 1, 1990 through December 31, 1991. As part of our 
examination, we studied and evaluated the system of internal 
control over procurement transactions to the extent we considered 
necessary. 
The evaluation was to establish a basis for reliance upon 
the system of internal control to assure adherence to the 
Consolidated Procurement Code and State and internal 
procurement pol icy. Add.i tionally, the evaluation was used in 
determining the nature, timing and extent of other auditing 
procedures necessary for developing an opinion on the adequacy, 
efficiency and effectiveness of the procurement system. 
The administration of the School for the Deaf and Blind is 
responsible for establishing and maintaining a system of internal 
control over procurement transactions. 
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this responsibility, estimates and judgements by management are 
required to assess the expected benefits and related costs of 
control procedures. The objectives of a system are to provide 
management with reasonable, but not absolute, assurance of the 
integrity of the procurement process, that affected assets are 
safeguarded against loss from unauthorized use or disposition and 
that transactions are executed in accordance with management's 
authorization and are recorded properly. 
Because of inherent limitations in any system of internal 
control, errors or irregularities may occur and not be detected. 
Also, projection of any evaluation of the system to future 
periods is subject to the risk that procedures may become 
inadequate because of changes in conditions or that the degree of 
compliance with the procedures may deteriorate. 
Our study and evaluation of the system of internal control 
over procurement transactions, .as well as our overall examination 
of procurement policies and procedures, were conducted with 
professional care. However, because of the nature of audit 
testing, they would not necessarily disclose all weaknesses in 
the system. 
The examination did, however, disclose conditions enumerated 
in this report which we believe need correction or improvement. 
Corrective action based on the recommendations described in 
these findings will in all material respects place the School 
for the Deaf and Blind in compliance with the South Carolina 
Consolidated Procurement Code and ensuing regulations. 
~*~ CFE, Manager 
Audit and Certification 
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INTRODUCTION 
The Office of Audit and Certification conducted an 
examination of the internal procurement operating procedures and 
policies and related manual of the School for the Deaf and Blind. 
I Our on-site review was conducted January 21 - February 4, 1992 
and was made under authority as described in Section 11-35-
I 1230(1) of the South Carolina Consolidated Procurement Code and 
Section 19-445.2020 of the accompanying regulations. I The examination was directed principally to determine 
I whether, in all material respects, the procurement system's 
internal controls were adequate and the procurement procedures, 
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as outlined in the Internal Procurement Operating Procedures 
Manual, were in compliance with the South Carolina Consolidated 
Procurement Code and its ensuing regulations. 
Additionally our work was directed toward assisting the 
School for the Deaf and Blind in promoting the underlying 
purposes and policies of the Code as outlined in Section 11-35-
20, which include: 
(1) to ensure the fair and equitable treatment of all 
persons who deal with the procurement system of 
this State 
(2) to provide increased economy in state procurement 
activities and to maximize to the fullest extent 
practicable the purchasing values of funds of the 
State 
(3) to provide safeguards for the maintenance of a 
procurement system of quality and integrity with 
clearly defined rules for ethical behavior on the 
part of all per~ons engaged in the public 
procurement process 
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BACKGROUND 
Section 11-35-1210 of the South Carolina Consolidated 
Procurement Code, hereinafter called the Code, states: 
The (Budget and Control) Board may assign dif-
ferential dollar limits below which individual 
governmental bodies may make direct procurements 
not under term contracts. The Division of General 
Services shall review the respective governmental 
body's internal procurement operation, shall 
verify in writing that it is consistent with the 
provisions of this code and the ensuing regula-
tions, and recommend to the Board those dollar 
limits for the respective governmental body's 
procurement not under term contract. 
Most recently, on June 18, 1990, the Budget and Control 
Board granted the following procurement certifications to the 
School for the Deaf and Blind: 
Category 
1. Goods and Services 
2. Consultant Services 
3. Information Technology 
Our audit was performed primarily 
Requested Limit 
$10,000 
10,000 
10,000 
to determine if 
recertification is warranted. The School for the Deaf and Blind 
requested to be recertified at the current limits. 
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SCOPE 
Our examination was performed in accordance with Generally 
Accepted Auditing Standards as they apply to compliance audits. 
It encompassed a detailed analysis of the internal procurement 
operating procedures of the School for the Deaf and Blind and the 
related policies and procedures manual to the extent we deemed 
necessary to formulate an opinion on the adequacy of the system to 
properly handle procurement transactions. 
We systematically selected samples for the period January 1, 
1990 December 31, 1991, of procurement transactions for 
compliance testing and performed other audit procedures that we 
considered necessary to formulate this opinion. As specified in 
the Consolidated Procurement Code and related regulations, our 
review of the system included, but was not limited to, the 
following areas: 
(1) All sole source and emergency procurements and trade-in 
sales for the audit period 
(2) Purchase transactions for the period January 1, 1990 
through December 31, 1991 as follows: 
a) One hundred thirty-four systematically selected pro-
curement transactions, each exceeding $500.00 
b) A block sample of 500 purchase orders 
(3) Five permanent improvement projects for compliance with the 
"Manual For Planning And Execution Of State Permanent 
Improvements" 
(4) Minority Business Enterprise Plans and reports 
(5) Information Technology Plans 
(6) Procurement procedures 
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( 7 ) Property management and fixed asset procedures I 
( 8 ) Supply warehouse management procedures 
( 9 ) Procurement staff and training I 
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I SUMMARY OF AUDIT FINDINGS 
I Our audit of the South Carolina School for the Deaf and 
I Blind, hereinafter referred to as the School, produced the 
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following findings. 
I. Sole Source and Emergency Procurements 
A. Sole Source Procurements 
1. Inappropriate Sole Sources 
Five procurements made as sole sources were 
inappropriate. 
2. Unauthorized Sole Source Procurements 
One sole source procurement was 
unauthorized. 
B. Emergency Procurements 
1. Inappropriate Emergency Procurements 
Two procurements made as emergencies 
were inappropriate. 
2. Permanent Improvement Project -
Related Emergency 
An emergency procurement made with 
permanent improvement project funds 
was not submitted to the State Engineer. 
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II. General Procurement Violations 
A. Unauthorized Procurements That Circumvented 
the Procurement Office 
Four procurement transactions circumvented 
the Procurement Office resulting in them 
being unauthorized. Competition was not 
solicited. 
B. Procurements Without Evidence of Competition 
Two procurements were not supported by 
solicitations of competition or sole source 
or emergency procurement determinations. 
c. Multi-term Contract Procedures Not Followed 
One multi-term contract was not supported 
by all the requirements of the Code. 
D. Request for Proposal Procedures Not Followed 
The School did not follow the requirements 
of the Code for a request for proposal. 
III. Construction 
A. Major Construction Contracts 
One construction contract was not 
supported by all the required 
documents. 
8 
15 
16 
17 
17 
18 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
B. Construction Related Goods and Services 
Procurements 
The School does not follow procedures 
outlined in the "Manual for Planning and 
Execution of State Permanent Improvements" 
relating to construction related goods 
and services procurements. Also, a goods 
and services procurement amounting to 
$19,500 was only supported by three 
written quotes and, another procurement 
done as goods and services should have 
been procured as construction. 
C. Professional Services Related to 
Construction 
One architectural contract was not 
approved by the State Engineer thus 
making it unauthorized. 
IV. Property Management 
We found items which should have been recorded 
as fixed assets but were not. We noted the 
same problem in our last audit. Also, the School 
does not consider software to be a fixed asset. 
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RESULTS OF EXAMINATION 
I. Sole Source and Emergency Procurements 
We examined the quarterly reports of sole source and 
emergency procurements and trade-in sales for the period January 
1, 1990 through December 31, 1991. This review was performed to 
determine the appropriateness of the procurement actions taken and 
the accuracy of the reports submitted to the Division of General 
Services as required by Section 11-35-2440 of the Consolidated 
Procurement Code. We noted the following problems: 
A. Sole Source Procurements 
1. Inappropriate Sole Sources 
We noted six sole source procurements which we believe to be 
inappropriate. 
PO# 
1. 19275 
2. 19674 
3. 210153 
4. 18871 
5. 1166 
Amount 
$1,931.00 
650.00 
1,500.00 
663.93 
6,200.00 
Description 
Paper for brochure reprint 
Asbestos air monitoring 
Consulting services for asbestos 
Personal hygiene supplies 
Educational training on drug abuse 
Section 11-35-1560 requires that sole source items be unique 
and only available from a single source. We believe that 
competition was available for each of these transactions. 
Furthermore, on purchase order 19674 for asbestos air monitoring, 
the contract should have been submitted to the State Engineer for 
approval. Since this approval was not obtained, the contract was 
unauthorized and must be submitted to the Materials Management 
Officer for ratification in accordance to Regulation 19-445.2015. 
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We recommend that the School competitively bid these 
transactions in the future. 
AGENCY RESPONSE 
PO# 19275 - Paper for Brochure Reprint 
This procurement was for matte type paper to be used for agency 
brochure reprinting. As we stated previously we have tested 
compatible paper samples from Butler Paper Company, Henley Paper 
Company and others, all to no avail. The problem we experience 
is that when a carton is opened and partially used, the remaining 
paper will not feed through our printers after being left for 
several days or more. Dillard Paper Company is the only known 
source that has the "Moistri te" brand paper that does not cause 
this problem. 
PO# 19674 - Asbestos Air Monitoring 
The company that provided this service was the only source known 
to the agency in the mid and/or upstate. Agency personnel 
involved in the procurement were not aware that the State 
Engineer's approval was required. Ratification has been obtained 
from the Materials Management Office. 
PO# 210153 - Consulting Services for Asbestos 
This procurement was for consulting services to prepare and 
present a grant request on behalf of the agency for special funds 
for asbestos removal. Inquiries were made to the State 
Engineer's Office and several consulting firms, all of whom had 
no knowledge of the existence of any funding available for this 
purpose. The procurement was obtained from the only known source 
with knowledge of the funding availability and how to apply for 
the funding. 
PO# 18871 - Personal Hygiene Supplies 
This procurement was declared a sole source since the agency has 
been unable to locate any other source that carries a complete 
line of the supplies requested. Agency procurement personnel has 
contacted Materials Management Office, S.C. Department of 
Corrections, Department of Mental Health and others, all of whom 
offered vendors that could supply only a portion of these supply 
items. Upon the recommendation of your Audit and Certification 
staff, we will prepare sufficient data to be sent to State 
Purchasing with a request to establish an agency contract. 
11 
PO# 1166 - Educational Training on Drug Abuse 
This procurement was considered to be a sole source based upon 
two documented facts: 
1. According to HUD, Spartanburg Alcohol and Drug Abuse 
Commission is the sole agency responsible for furnishing this 
service within the county. 
2. According to Mr. William J. McCord, Director of the 
Spartanburg Chapter is the designated sole agency under the 
301 System to coordinate these type of services in 
Spartanburg County. 
Agency procurement personnel will actively seek competition for 
procurements of this type in the future. 
2. Unauthorized Sole Source Procurement 
Purchase order number 1171 in the amount of $3,104.00 was 
for an original equipment manufacturer maintenance agreement. The 
service began on this contract August 1, 1991, yet the contract 
wds not approved until November 8, 1991. Since Section 11-35-1560 
of the Procurement Code is so specific about the authority 
required to make a sole source procurement, determinations must be 
approved by someone with requisite authority before commitments 
are made. 
We recommend that the School request ratification for this 
transaction from the Materials Management Officer in accordance 
with Regulation 19-445.2015. 
AGENCY RESPONSE 
PO# 1171 - Equipment Maintenance Agreement 
This procurement was entered into on behalf of the agency by 
unauthorized personnel without requisite authority to do so. 
Ratification by the Materials Management Officer has been 
obtained. 
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B. Emergency Procurements 
1. Inappropriate Emergency Procurements 
We noted two emergency procurements which we believe were 
inappropriate. 
PO# Amount Description 
1. 19369 Grade parking lot 
2. 210716 
$2,759.93 
4,780.00 Air conditioning system 
On purchase order 19369 the School amended a contract as the 
result of an unforeseen problem with the soil. This transaction 
would have been better handled as a change order to the original 
contract and not as a separate procurement. 
For purchase order 210716 a proposal was given to the School 
by a vendor on April 25, 1991. However, the emergency was not 
declared and the procurement processed until May 7, 1991. Enough 
time had lapsed where the School could have solicited sealed bids 
and made the award. 
Regulation 19-445.2110 states in part, "The existence of 
such (emergency) conditions must create an immediate and serious 
need . ... " 
We recommend that if a true emergency situation exists, the 
School should make the necessary procurement transactions in a 
prudent and expeditious manner following Regulation 19-445.2110. 
If emergency transactions are not processed in an expeditious 
manner, then the lack of response on the part of the School 
disputes the emergency situation. 
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AGENCY RESPONSE 
PO# 19369 - Grade Parking Lot and 
PO# 210716 - Air Conditioning System 
These two procurements were errors in judgement in the 
interpretation and application of the procurement code. As the 
result of explanations/recommendations made by Audit and 
Certification and staff, agency personnel will procure 
accordingly in the future. 
2. Permanent Improvement Project - Related Emergency 
An emergency procurement using permanent improvement project 
funds was made for two heat pumps on purchase order 21041 in the 
amount of $760.00. Section 1.11(F) in the "Manual for Planning 
and Execution of State Permanent Improvements" requires that all 
emergency procurements relating to permanent improvement projects 
be reported to the State Engineer on form SE 560. 
We recommend the School adhere to the requirements noted 
above. 
AGENCY RESPONSE 
PO# 21041 
All future Permanent Improvement Plan related procurements will 
be made in accordance with "State Permanent Improvement Reporting 
System" as recommend. 
II. General Procurement Violations 
Among other tests performed, we selected a random sample of 
one hundred thirty-four payment transactions of general 
procurement activity for compliance testing. We noted the 
following: 
14 
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A. Unauthorized Procurements That Circumvented the 
Procurement Office 
Since School officials circumvented the Procurement Office 
on the following four procurements, they were unauthorized. 
Voucher# 
1. 1471 
2. 3346 
3. 1393 
4. IDT 026 
Amount 
$ 999.36 
1,816.19 
7,336.00 
4,680.00 
Description 
Football & volleyball officials 
Basketball & wrestling officials 
Truck repairs 
Rehabilitative services 
Competition was not solicited on these transactions. Even 
though competition is not available for athletic officials and 
I they are legitimate sole sources, the determinations were not 
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prepared. 
The truck repairs were paid for out of insurance proceeds. 
School personnel did not realize insurance proceeds were subject 
to the Code. 
We recommend Accounts Payable stop paying invoices without 
purchase orders. Also, ratification must be requested on these 
four transactions in accordance to Regulation 19-445.2015. 
AGENCY RESPONSE 
Voucher# 1471 - Football & Volleyball Officials 
Voucher# 3346 - Basketball & Wrestling Officials 
Voucher# 1393 - Truck Repairs 
IDT# 026 - Rehabilitative Services 
It is not the practice of accounts payable to pay invoices 
without purchase orders. The specific instances cited were of an 
exceptional nature. Athletic event officials require payment at 
the time the service is rendered. The name of the official is 
often not known until the event begins. The procurement 
procedure does not permit "payment on the spot". However, steps 
are being taken to accommodate this unusual situation that will 
not circumvent the procurement process. The truck repair was 
paid from insurance claim proceeds and was thought to be exempt 
from the code. The payment to Vocational Rehabilitation Services 
was a contract between State agencies. The agency is of the 
belief that the original contract was initiated prior to a change 
in the procurement code in 1984 that required a purchase order 
for contracts between State agencies. The accounts payable 
15 
office acted upon the practices established by the agency's 
former deputy director. Ratification of these procurements has 
been obtained in accordance with Regulation 19-445.2015. 
B. Procurements Without Evidence of Competition 
We noted two procurements that were not supported by 
evidence of solicitations of competition or sole source or 
emergency procurement determinations. They were: 
PO# Amount Description 
1. 357 
2. 19243 
1,082.72 
3,136.93 
Fine tune & repair boilers 
Laundry & cleaning supplies 
The Procurement Code requires that all transactions 
exceeding $500.00 be supported by either solicitations of 
competition or sole source or emergency procurement 
determinations. 
We recommend the School adhere to these requirements. 
AGENCY RESPONSE 
PO# 357 - Fine Tune and Repair Boilers 
This procurement was initially made as a "small purchase" not 
expected to exceed $500. However, in the process of repairing, 
it was discovered that the boiler had a defective part necessary 
for continuous operation that costs in excess of $600. It was 
determined that it would be more cost advantageous to the agency 
to proceed with the same vendor rather than having an additional 
vendor come in and replace the part. 
PO# 19243 - Laundry & Cleaning Supplies 
The agency did issue a Request for Sealed Bid for this purchase. 
However, no response was received. The procurement was made from 
a vendor that did not respond because no other known source was 
available that carried all of the specified items. 
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C. Multi-Term Contract Procedures Not Followed 
We noted one transaction on purchase order 15177 for pest 
control services which the School intended to procure as a multi-
term contract. However, it failed to satisfy the following 
requirements: 
1) Multi-term contracts must be justified in writing prior 
to the solicitation of a contract per section 11-35-
2030 of the Code. This was not done. 
2) The file contained no evidence of the number of bidders 
solicited. The solicitation requirement is determined 
by estimating the maximum potential value of the 
contract. 
3) The contract we saw awarded for the first term of the 
contract period authorized the vendor to be paid $175 
per month. However, the invoice we reviewed 
referencing this contract was for $415 per month and 
was paid. 
We recommend the School review its multi-term contract 
procedures for compliance with the Code. 
AGENCY RESPONSE 
PO# 15177 - Pest Control Services 
The basis for expanding the contract versus rebidding was that 
the unit cost did not increase. However, clarification of the 
procurement code by Audit and Certification staff has led to 
careful review by the agency ' s procurement personnel. Future 
multi-term procurements will be done in compliance with the code. 
D. Request for Proposal Procedures Not Followed 
Using the request for proposal procedure, the School 
procured consulting services to design a computerized school bus 
17 
routing system on purchase order 18108 for $3,950.00. We noted 
the following problems with this procurement: 
1) A written determination justifying the use of this 
procurement methodology is required by Section 11-35-1530 
of the Code. This was not done. 
2) The School could only provide us with one set of the 
proposal evaluation score sheets. 
We recommend the School bring its request for proposal 
procedures in line with the Code. 
AGENCY RESPONSE 
PO# 18108 - Computerized School Bus Routing System 
Although complete documentation could not be provided, the agency 
believes that proper procedures were followed as evidenced by 
partial documentation. The completed documentation file was left 
in the care of the agency's former deputy director of 
Administrative Services. Sufficient and complete documentation 
for future requests for proposal procedures will be maintained in 
the agency's procurement office. 
III . Construction 
We reviewed construction and construction related 
professional service contracts for compliance with the Code, the 
"Manual for Planning and Execution of State Permanent 
Improvements" (SPIRS), and the School's internal procurement 
policy. We noted the following problems. 
A. Major Construction Contracts 
The School processed an emergency procurement in the amount 
of $124,098 to repair fire damage at Robertson Hall (Project 
Number 9512). However, the following documents required by 
Section 11-35-3030 of the Code were not obtained: 
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1) a written construction contract 
2) a performance bond of 100% of the contract amount 
3) a labor and materials payment bond of 100% of the 
contract amount with a power of attorney 
4) contractor's certificate of insurance 
The emergency procurement method streamlines the bidding 
process, but it does not eliminate the required documentation. 
We recommend that the School adopt a checklist of the 
required documents to ensure that they are obtained. 
B. Construction Related Goods and Services Procurements 
Typically, during construction projects, agencies procure 
equipment, materials and supplies to support the work. I These and all other proposed expenditures of permanent 
I improvement project (PIP) funds must be reported to the State 
Engineer's Office on form SE-515, "Notice of Intent to Encumber 
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PIP Funds" per SPIRS section 1.4. Furthermore, once these funds 
are spent, they must be reported monthly to the State Engineer's 
Office on form SE-610, "Certification of Availability of Funding". 
For the following contracts the School missed at least one of 
these requirements. 
Project 
Number Project Name 
1. 9507 Thackston Hall 
2. 9509 Spring gym 
renovation 
3. 9509 Spring gym 
renovation 
4. 9512 Robertson Hall 
renovation 
Description of 
Procurement 
Porta view 
equipment 
Air condit-
ioning system 
Ventilation/ 
exhaust fan 
40" Color TV 
Amount SE-515 SE-610 
$ 1,295.00 X X 
10,890.13 X 
3,299.10 X 
2,094.75 X X 
Additionally, the portaview equipment was procured as a sole 
source. Since PIP funds were used, this sole source procurement 
must also be reported to the State Engineer's Office on form SE-
550, "Report of Construction Related Sole Source Procurement." 
This was not done. 
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We recommend the School adhere to the requirements of the 
SPIRS manual. 
On project 9511-Robertson Hall, the School procured a roof 
replacement in the amount of $19,500.00 after soliciting three 
written quotations. The original roof had been damaged by fire 
and the replacement was paid for out of insurance proceeds. 
Regulation 19-445.2035 requires that sealed bids be solicited from 
at least 10 qualified sources for procurements of $10,000 or more. 
Also, the School's goods and services procurement certification is 
limited to $10,000 per commitment. As such this contra.ct is 
unauthorized and must be submitted for ratification in accordance 
to Regulation 19-445.2015. 
We recommend the School adhere to the provisions of the Code 
and its procurement certification. 
Finally, we noted a contract bid as goods and services 
(Article 5 of the Code) but should have been competed as 
construction (Article 9 of the Code). The contract was for a 
renovation of a bathroom at the Multi-Handicapped Horne Living 
House in the amount of $4,966.27. Article 9 defines a renovation 
as construction. Also, since the School does not have 
construction certification, this contract was unauthorized and 
must be submitted for ratification in accordance with Regulation 
19-445.2015. 
We recommend the School adhere to Article 9 of the 
Procurement Code. 
C. Professional Services Related to Construction 
All architectural/engineer and other construction related 
professional service contracts must be approved by the State 
Engineer. We noted one architectural contract in the amount of 
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$3,799.00 for Robertson Hall fire damage which was not approved. 
I Since this contract was not approved by the State Engineer, it was 
unauthorized and must be submitted for ratification in accordance 
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to Regulation 19-445.2015. 
We recommend all future construction related professional 
service contracts be approved by the State Engineer. 
AGENCY RESPONSE 
A. Major Construction Contracts 
B. Construction Related Goods and Services Procurements 
C. Professional Services Related to Construction 
The agency's current administration recognized several aspects of 
its former permanent improvement plan management that warranted 
concern. Numerous changes in practices, methods and systems have 
been initiated that correct or address the specific citations 
included in this audit. The agency is confident that every 
effort will be made in future permanent improvement procurements 
to comply with SPIRS and the Procurement Code. Ratifications for 
unauthorized procurements noted in this section have been 
obtained as requested. 
IV. Property Management 
During our last audit we found some problems with property 
management. One of which was some items not recorded on the fixed 
asset inventory system. We found the same problem again. The 
following items were not recorded on the fixed asset inventory 
system. 
PO# 
1. 18378 
2. 19843 
3. 19843 
4. 20351 
5. 62 
6 . 232 
7. 19453 
Amount 
$1,276.80 
5,628.67 
551.38 
3,622.50 
2,357.25 
1,362.90 
643.65 
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Description 
Fun house 
Outdoor gym set 
Tire swing 
Bra iller 
High jump mat with cover 
Laser jet printer 
Emulation kit for personal 
computer 
These items came to our attention through our random sample 
of general procurement transactions. 
We recommend the School adopt procedures such as periodic 
equipment reconciliations to insure fixed assets which should be 
tagged and recorded are being done. 
Another problem with the School's fixed asset procedures is 
they don ' t consider computer software to be a fixed asset. Our 
sample revealed the following items of software which were not 
capitalized. 
1. 
2. 
3 . 
4. 
5. 
PO# 
210376 
210376 
210376 
210336 
2050 
Amount 
$ 519.75 
519.75 
682.50 
621.60 
14,280.00 
We believe these items of software should be capitalized. 
We recommend the School revise its fixed asset procedures to 
i nclude software as a capitalized item. 
AGENCY RESPONSE 
PO# 18378 Fun House, #19843 Outdoor Gym Set, #20351 Brailler, #62 
High Jump Mat with Cover, #232 Laser Jet Printer, and #19453 
Emulation Kit for Personal Computer 
All items listed above that should have been inventoried have 
been located, tagged and entered in the agency's inventory 
system. The agency ' s procurement officer, along with warehouse 
and information technology personnel are currently working on the 
revision of its internal fixed asset inventory control system to 
improve the accuracy of fixed asset control. 
In addition, the agency now considers computer software to be a 
fixed asset and has located, tagged and inventoried software 
purchase on purchase order numbers 210376, 210336, and 2050. 
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CERTIFICATION RECOMMENDATIONS 
As enumerated in our transmittal letter, corrective action 
I based on the recommendations described in this report, we 
believe, will in all material respects place the South Carolina 
I School for the Deaf and Blind in compliance with the State 
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Procurement Code. 
The Office of Audit and Certification will perform a follow-
up review in accordance with Section 11-35-1230(1} of the 
Procurement Code to determine if the proposed corrective action 
has been taken by the School. Based on the follow-up review, and 
subject to this corrective action and additional training, we 
will recommend that the South Carolina School for the Deaf and 
Blind be recertified to make direct agency procurements for a 
period of three (3) years as follows: 
Procurement Area 
I. Goods and Services 
II. Information Technology 
in accordance with the 
approved Information 
Technology Plan 
III. Consultant Services 
Recommended Certification Limits 
*$10,000 per purchase commitment 
*$10,000 per purchase commitment 
*$10,000 per purchase commitment 
*Total potential purchase commitment whether single year or 
multi-term contracts are used. 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
~tate ~u~set nn~ @ontrol ~nr~ 
DIVISION OF GENERAL SERVICES 
CARROLL A. CAMPB~ IR., CHAIRMAN 
OOVERNOR 
GRADY 1- PA'ITERSON,IR. 
STATE TI!.EASURER 
EARLE E. MORRIS, JR. 
COMPTI!.Ou..ER GENERAL 
June 19, 1992 
RICHARD W. JC.ELL Y 
DJVlSION DIRECTOR 
MATERIALS MANAGEMENT' OFFICE 
1201 MAIN STI!.EET, surre 600 
COLUMBIA, SOUTH CAROLINA 29201 
(103) 737.()1100 
JAMES J. I'ORTli, JR. 
ASSISTANT DJVlSJON DIRECTOR 
Mr. James J. Forth, Jr. 
Assistant Division Director 
Division of General Services 
1201 Main Street, Suite 600 
Columbia, South Carolina 29201 
Dear Jirr.: 
JOHN DRUMMOND 
CHAIRMAN, SENATE FINANCE COMMI1TEE 
Wll..UAM D. BOAN 
CHAIRMAN, WAYS AND MEANS COMMI"ITEE 
UfJliER F. CARTER 
EXECU'J1VE DIRECTOR 
We performed a follow-up review at the School for the Deaf and 
Blind June 16 to verify compliance with the recommendations that 
we made in this report. Through this follow-up review and 
discussions with School officials, we have satisfied ourselves 
that they have corrected the problem areas noted and that 
internal controls over the procurement system are adequate. 
Therefore, we recommend that the Budget and Control Board 
recertify the School for the Deaf and Blind as outlined on page 
23 of this report. 
Sincerely, 
\J'~\~~~ R.~~~t Shea , Manager 
Audit and Certi ication 
RVS/jlj 
STATE 
PROCUREMENT 
INFORMATION 
TEOINOLOGY 
MAJIIAGF.MENT 
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